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House Public Works Changes to 2015-2024 Ten Year Plan 
March 24, 2014 


Summary of House Public Works & Highways changes to Ten Year Transportation Plan: 


(Page numbers reference the revised book, Yellow cover) 


1. Eliminate Betterment guard rail replacement and reallocate to secondary roadway 
rehabilitation to six DOT districts according to Betterment formula 

e remove project Statewide BGRR (former pg. 70), $1.2m/yr 

e increase funding on project Statewide BRSR (pg. 67) by $1.2m/yr from $2.4 to $3.6m/yr 


2. Eliminate Exit renumbering and reallocate to paving on rural collector/arterials 


e remove project Statewide Traffic [9010] (former pg. 74), $1.1m 
e increase funding on project Statewide PRRCS (pg. 65) by $1.1m 


3. Utilize GARVEE bonds for Sarah Long Bridge replacement project and transfer the federal 
funds in years 2015 — 2018 to fund I-93 widening project and the remaining cost in the 
Bedford Route 101 widening 


e modify funding on project Portsmouth-Kittery 15731 (pg. 42) to show use of GARVEE (2015- 
2017) add debt service project 15731D (pg. 43) $8m/yr debt service (2015-2017), $10m/yr 
debt service (2018-2024) 


e add project Salem-Manchester, I-93 reconstruction 14633# (pg. 46), $51m: $40m federal 
funds (2015- 17), $11m GARVEE bonds, add debt service project 14800J (pg. 51)$2m/yr 
debt service (2018-24) 


e Reduce unfunded I-93 total from $250m to $200m, project Salem-Manchester 10418C# 
(pg. 115) 


e increase funding on the approximate 2 miles in Bedford 13953 (pg. 12) by approx. $8m 


4. Potential additional revenue from SB 367 if enacted: 


e $12m in FY 2015 to rehabilitate/reconstruct very poor condition roadways (approx. 36 miles) 


© increase funding on Betterment Roadway Rehabilitation, project Statewide BRSR (pg. 67) by $12m in 
FY 2015 (SEE PAVING MAP and ATTACHMENT “A’’) 


e $13m in FY 2015 to pave roads in fair to poor condition (approx. 190 miles) 
© increase funding on Betterment Resurfacing, project Statewide Districts BRES (pg. 66) by $13m in 
FY 2015 (SEE PAVING MAP and ATTACHMENT “‘B’’) 


e $7m to State Aid Bridge Program (approximately 10 additional Municipal Bridges) 
© increase funding on project Statewide SAB (pg. 62) by $7m in 2015 


5. Turnpike Improvements: 


e increase Preliminary Engineering on project Bow-Concord 13742 (pg 87) by $2m in 2017 
e remove Turnpike Administration Building project, Concord [8279] (former pg 86), $4.9m 


e remove All Electronic Tolling (AET) at Exit 11 I-93 ramp project Hooksett [9015]; show as an 
unfunded priority pilot project Statewide AET pilot, (pg 120), $1.3m 

e add as unfunded priority w/ contingencies* removal of the Exit 11 and Exit 12 ramp tolls, 
projects Merrimack [9023 and 9014 respectively] (pg 120) $1.6m each 


*contingent upon the new location of the ORT/AET Bedford mainline toll plaza being to the south of its 
present location and the transfer of Continental Blvd. to the Town of Merrimack in “as is” condition. 








Meeting Goals 


° Overview 

¢ Ten Year Plan process 

¢ Current state of the Intrastructure (Tiers, Roads, & Bridges) 
¢ Proposed TYP Synopsis 

¢ Items tor Considerations 

¢ TIFIA 


¢ Ten Year Plan Schedule 








Ten Year Plan Process Pursuant to RSA 228:99 and RSA 240 


¢ April 2015 - Community outreach and regional prioritization by RPC’s 
¢ July 22nd - Initial GACIT meeting 

¢ August 2015 - Meetings with RPCs Executive Directors 

e August 26, 2015 - NHDOT Dratt TYP (2017-2026) Release 

¢ September - October 2015 - Public Hearings 

¢ November 2015 - GACIT meetings and revisions 

¢ December 2015 - Governor’s review and revisions 

¢ January 15, 2016 - Governor’s Dratt TYP transmittal to Legislature 

¢ January - May 2016 - Legislative review & revisions 


¢ June 2016 - Final TYP (2017-2026) Adopted into Law 








Current State of Infrastructure (Tiers) 


¢ Tiers 1 & 2 (Statewide Transportation Corridors) 
- Tier 1 — Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Hwys 
- Tier 2 — Major Statewide Corridors (US 4, US 3, NH 10, NH 25) 


- These are typically higher volume, higher speed tacilities. Important tor commuter, tourist, 
and treight movement of goods 


Tiers 1 & 2 


Statewide Transportation Corridors 


Legend 
=== Tier 1 - Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Hwys 


= Tier 2 - Other Statewide Corridors 
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Current State of Infrastructure (Tiers) 


¢ Tiers 3 & 4 (Regional Corridors & Local Connectors) 


- Tier 3 — Regional Corridors (Rte 4A, Rte 135, Rte 112, Rte 108). Moderate speeds, 


moderate trattic volumes, provide connectivity within regions 


- Tier 4 — Secondary Highways & Unnumbered state roads (Route 103A in Sunapee or Stinson 


Lake Rd in Rumney). Usually low speed, low trattic volumes, provide local connections 
within or between communities 


Tiers 3 & 4 


Regional Corridors & Local Connectors 


Legend 


“=== Tier 3 - Regional Transportation Corridors 


Tier 4 - Local Connectors 
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Current State of Infrastructure 


° Tier | 
- 99 % ot pavement in good or fair condition 


- 1% of pavement in poor or very poor condition 


° Tier 2 
- 87% of pavement in good or fair condition 


- 13% of pavement in poor or very poor condition 


Pavement Conditions 
All Conditions Tiers 1&2 
As Reported in Years 2013-2014 
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Current State of Infrastructure 
° Tier | 

- 5.4 miles of pavement in poor or very poor condition 
° Tier 2 


- 180 miles of pavement in poor or very poor condition 


Pavement Conditions 
Poor Conditions Tiers 1&2 
As Reported in Years 2073-2014 
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Current State of Infrastructure 
° Tier 3 

- 62% of pavement in good or fair condition 

- 38% of pavement in poor or very poor condition 
° Tier 4 

- 28% of pavement in good or fair condition 


- 72% of pavement in poor or very poor condition 
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Pavement Conditions 
All Conditions Tiers 3 & 4 


As Reported in Years 2013-2014 co ce TL A Dn 
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2014 Pavement Condition Miles by 
Tiers (36 of Total) 


@Good = Fair «Poor @ Very Poor 
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- Unrated roads not shown for clarity 











Current State of Infrastructure 
° Tier 3 

- 550 miles of pavement in poor or very poor condition 
° Tier 4 


- 610 miles of pavement in poor or very poor condition 









Pavement Conditions 
Poor Conditions Tiers 3 & 4 


As Reported in Years 2013-2014 
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Current State of Infrastructure 


Current Pavement Condition: Tier 1-5 


100% 
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80% 
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60% m Very Poor 
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30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 


m Good 


Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 





¢ Tiers | & 2— 91% of roads are in good or fair condition 
¢ Tiers 3 & 4 — 49% of roads are in good or fair condition 


¢ Overall, 68% of NH’s roads (state & municipal) are good/tair 


Conversely, 32% (1,345 miles) are poor/very poor condition 








Current State of Infrastructure 


Pavement Condition History 


2012 
Calendar Year 
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¢ Overall % of Good & Fair Roads has dropped over last tive years (2010 — 2014) 


¢ Level of investment has not kept pace with level of pavement deterioration 








Current State of Infrastructure 


State Owned Red List Bridges 
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¢ The number state owned redlist bridges (poor condition) has trended upward over the last 
3 years. 


¢ Over the last 5 years, on average 23 bridges per year added to redlist with 21 bridges per 
year removed from the redlist 


° Today (2015), 7% of the State’s bridge or 153 are in poor condition. 











Current State of Infrastructure 















State Bridge Conditions 
2015 Red List by Tiers 1 & 2 


As of December 31, 2014 


Legend 
@ State Red List Bridges 


= Tier 1 - Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Hwys 


“> Tier 2 - Other Statewide Corridors 


Facts 
Red List Bridges: Number of Bridges (Square Yards) 


Ti/T2Total All Tiers Total* 
State CEE MES ON 61 (56,878 SY) 153 


*Official State Totals as of 12/31/14 
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State & Municipal Bridge Conditions ve 
2015 Red List by Tiers3&4 .»°" 
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June 2015 GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Bridge_Conditions_Tiers1&2 
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Current State of Infrastructure 





Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 


Red List 19 42 38 44 10 
Bridges 

¢ Presently (2015) - 153 State Red-List Bridges 

¢ Tiers 1 & 2— 5.3% (61 bridges) in poor condition (red list) 
¢ Tiers 3 & 4 — 8.7% (82 bridges) in poor condition (red list) 
¢ Additionally 344 Municipal Red-List Bridges (2015) 








Approved TYP (2015-2024) Funding 


2015-2024 Ten Year Plan 


Total Program Dollars by FY - Includes Revenue from SB 367 
e Other Modes 
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2016 167.3 22.0 

2017 lof .7 22.0 Lo 4.3 

2018 186.7 22.0 8.7 cane) 

2019 187.4 22.0 10.8 an 

2020 191.6 22.0 13.5 20 

2021 189.7 22.0 8.4 ra 

2022 191.9 22.0 13.1 EBS 

2023 181.3 22.0 8.2 20 

2024 179.8 : : 
Program Total 

% of Total 

Program| 53.3% 6.4% 2.6% 0.8% 
Revenue” *| 






surplus/Deficit 


11.0% 











10.6% 








11.2% 








10.5% 








10.8% 








9.9% 








9.0% 








9.5% 





8.8% 





9.1% 2.9% 













8.8% 
100.0% 

















5.7% | 100.0% 


¢ Approved TYP (2015 -2024) contained $3.44B in programmed projects against estimated 
revenue of $3.14B. The Plan was over-programmed by $300M. 


¢ Primarily the Plan was over-programmed on the federal side (FHWA) using an average of 


$183M/year against anticipated revenue of $154M/year. 
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Approved TYP (2015-2024) Status 


¢ Nearly all projects trom the current approved TYP (2015-2024) are being carried torward 
or have been executed 


- 14 projects were advanced to 2015/2016 and have been executed or will be executed 
- 4 projects have been replaced with new projects 
- 9 projects have been withdrawn or canceled and are not carried torward 
¢ Status of FY2015 & FY2016 Projects (Construction) in approved TYP (2015-2024) 
- Of the 45 Projects, 36 have construction underway of planned in 2016. 


- Of remaining 9 Projects, 6 are in the dratt TYP in the near term (2017-2018) and 
3 have either been withdrawn or converted to another phase (ROW). 








Proposed TYP Funding Synopsis 
Typical Annual Funding Utilization 


Federal Funding typically $155M/yr - $160M/yr 


¢ Preservation & Maintenance (Roads & Bridges): $65M - $75M 
e Mandated Federal (CMAQ, TA, SPR, HSIP. LTAP. etc): $21M 
¢ |-93 GARVEE Debt Service: $16M - $18M 

Annual Dedicated Funding $100M - $110M 
¢ Individual Projects (remainder of tederal funding): $40M - $60M 


Betterment Funding typically $22M/yr 


¢ Preservation & Maintenance (Roads & Bridges): $22M 
Turnpike Funding for Capital & TRR ranges $30M - S60M/yr 
e TRR- Preservation & Maintenance (Roads & Bridges): $10M - $12M 
¢ Turnpike Capital Improvements: $20M - $45M 








Proposed TYP Funding Synopsis 


$B367 Funding for I-93 Expansion, SAB, Potential TIFIA 
: $30M per year net of Municipal Block Grant Aid 


° State Aid Bridge: $6.8M/year 
° I-93 Debt Service: Averages $2.0M/year (first 8 yrs) 
° TIFIA Pledged Paving & Bridge Work: $12M/year (paving) 


$ 8M/year (bridges) 
Transit Funding (FTA) averages $30M/yr - $32M/yr 
Airport Funding (FAA) averages $35M/yr - $37M/yr 








General Financial Constraint Considerations for First Draft TYP 
(2017 - 2026) 


¢ Formula Federal Funds Programmed at average $168M/year 


- CMAQ and HSIP programs are tunded at 50% level, with balance transterred to 
‘tlexible’ categories tor other projects/programs to help address pavement and bridge 


priorities (S9M/yr) 
- Other mandated federal programs remain 100% funded (TA, Oft-system bridge, etc.) 


- Some existing projects will need to be delayed/advanced/cash-tlowed to help achieve 
constraint by year 


- Includes approximately $40-42M tor additional Individual RPC projects in 2025/2026 
- Includes approximately $50M tor additional Bridge projects in 2026 
- Increases bridge maintenance & preservation in 2024-2026 trom $8M to $15M 








General Financial Constraint Considerations for First Draft TYP 
(2017 - 2026) 


¢ Turnpike Capital and R&R Programs 


- Turnpike Capital Work averages $35M/year with 3 Untunded Priority Projects starting 
construction in 2024. 


- Turnpike Renewal & Rehabilitation (TRR) program averages $10.7M/year tor paving, 
bridge, & other preservation/maintenance work 


¢ Other Programs 
- Betterment Funded at Traditional Levels 
- Aeronautics Funded at Traditional Levels 


- Transit Funded ata slightly higher level due to anticipated increase in FTA grants 


20 








First Draft TYP (2017 -— 2026) Funding 


Ten Year Plan 
Total Program Dollar Comparison 


SB367 


TIFIA 
Average Year 1-93 Debt Pledged 
(10 years) Service Paving & 
Bridge 
15-24 TYP 183.4 22.0 16.0 ‘ 2.8 10.1 258.7 29.7 11.8 0.4 23.9 19.5 344.0 
17-26 TYP 169.7 21.5 7.7 ; . 5.4 227.6 35.4 11.3 0.4 32.4 37.3 344.4 





~ Dollars include indirect costs and inflation (3.2%) Dollars in Millions 
¢ FY17-FY26 Estimated Program Expenditures 
- Highway Funded (state & federal) - $230M +/- per year 
- Turnpike Funded — Averages $45M per year for TRR & Tok Capital 
- Other Modes - Averages $70M per year 
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First Draft TYP (2017 -— 2026) Funding 


Draft 2017-2026 Ten Year Plan 
Total Program - All Funding 


I-93 MANDATED — INDIVIDUAL 
PAVEMENT BRIDGES EXPANSION FEDERAL PROJECTS ROADSIDE TRANSIT AIRPORTS GRAND TOTAL 


017-2026 TYP 








Dollars include indirect costs and inflation (3.2%) Dollars in Millions 


¢ FY17-FY26 Estimated Program Expenditures 
- Pavement (state & federal) — $70M per year 
- Bridges (state & tederal) — $82M per year (SLB early impact) 
- |-93 Expansion - $24M per year 
- Mandate Federal — $21M per year 
- Individual Projects- $695M over ten-year period 
- Transit & Airports - $695M over ten-year period 
- Total Program - $3.44B 
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General Projected Outputs of Draft TYP (2017-2026) 


¢ Pavement Resurfacing 460 mi/year (estimated) 
- Preservation 106 mi/year 
- Rehabilitate 9 mi/year TIFIA Pledged Pavement Resurfacing 
- Maintenance 329 mi/year - Additional 200 mi/year (estimated) 


- Roughness 16 mi/year - Maintenance & Roughness Paving on 
Poor & V. Poor Roads 





¢ State-Owned Bridges 
- Rehabilitate / Replace: 139 bridges (74 Red list Bridges) 
- Bridge Maintenance (38 Red list Bridges over 4-year period) 


¢ TIFIA Pledged Bridge Work 


- Rehabilitates / Replaces Additional 
17-20 red list bridges 





Zs 








Items for Consideration 


¢ Proposed DRIVE Act Effects 


- Federal Aid Portion of the Long-Term Federal Transportation Bill (6-years of funding 
otters stability) 


- Average Funding Limit is 13.3% higher than FY15 — Average increase to NH is $20M/ 
year over 6 years 


- Additional $92B in revenues necessary over current receipt estimates 
¢ Pavement Condition 


- Based on Proposed Investment Level - Tier 1 Pavement Condition Projected to improve 
with all roads rated good and fair 


- Based on Proposed Investment Level - Tier 2 Pavement Condition Projected to remain 
in similar overall condition 


- Based on Proposed Investment Level - Tier 3 & 4 Pavement Condition Projected to 
incrementally improve with TIFIA pledged paving tunds dedicated to poor and very poor 
roads 


¢ Red List Bridge Backlog 
- Currently 153 state red list bridges 


- Based on Proposed Investment Level — Estimated to address 135 Bridges 


Bridge Count per Age Category (5-year Increments, All Bridges) 


(per NBI data submitted to FHWA on April 1st, 2015) 


900 
800 
700 
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Items for Consideration 


¢ Turnpike Capital Program 


- 325M in Untunded Turnpike Capital Improvement Priorities Identitied in approved TYP 
(2015-2024) 


- $125M in Construction Funding tor three untunded priorities proposed in 2024-2026 
- $210M in Untunded Capital Improvement Priorities remains Untunded 
- $2.5M annual program tor Type II Noise Wall Program is needed & not funded 
¢ Priorities submitted by Regional Planning Commissions 
- Nine Regional Planning Commissions submitted their priorities for their regions 


- $41M of the estimated $225M (RPCs top ten priorities) is proposed to be included in the 
proposed tirst dratt of Ten Year Plan 
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TIFIA Program, Status & Impact 


e “Transportation Intrastructure Finance and Innovation Act” 
¢ NHDOT submitted a Letter of Interest to USDOT/FHWA in January 2015 
e Awarded Rural Rate of Finance May 2015 


¢ Enables NH to finance $200M remainder of |-93; pave 40 percent of NH rural roads and 
fix 20-25 red list bridges while costing NH $20M less than financing $200M for I-93 alone 


through capital markets 


¢ Financial close anticipated Fall 2015 
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TIFIA Program, Status & Impact 


Debt Service & Cost of TIFIA 
Fiscal State Aid Issuing Bonds Due on Pledged 
Year for Municipal $200M TIFIA Financing? Paving and 
Bridges for I-93 Bridge Repair 


| 2025 | $6,800,000] $24,250,275) 
| 2026 | $6,800,000) 24.20.2775) 





Upcoming Schedule of Events 


¢ NHDOT Release Dratt TYP (2017-2026) — Aug 26th 
¢ GACIT Meeting on Aug 26th ¢¢ 

¢ Public Hearings — September thru October 

¢ GACIT Meeting — Nov 18th 

¢ Public Hearings Summary 

¢ GACIT Meeting — Dec 2nd 


¢ Revised Draft TYP Presentation 
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“Status Quo” Draft Ten-Year Plan (2017-2026) - Recap 

Summary Existing TYP (2015-2024) 

¢ Nearly all projects from the current approved TYP (2015-2024) are being 
carried forward or have been executed 
- 14 projects were advanced to 2015/2016 and have been executed or will be executed 
- 4 projects have been replaced with new projects 
- 9 projects have been withdrawn or canceled and are not carried torward 

¢ Status of FY2015 & FY2016 Projects (Construction) in approved TYP 
(2015-2024) 
- Of the 45 Projects, 36 have construction underway of planned in 2016. 


- Of remaining 9 Projects, 6 are in the dratt TYP in the near term (2017-2018) and 3 have 
either been withdrawn or converted to another phase (ROW). 


General Financial Contraint Considerations for Draft TYP (2017-2026) 
¢ Formula Federal Funds to be programmed at average $168M/year 

- CMAQ and HSIP programs to be tunded at 50% level, with balance transterred to ‘tlexible’ 
categories tor other projects/programs to help address pavement and bridge priorities 
Other mandated federal programs remain 100% tunded (TA, Off-system bridge, etc.) 


- Some existing projects to be delayed/advanced/ cash-tlowed to help achieve constraint by 
year 


Includes approximately $42M for additional Individual RPC projects in 2025/2026 
- Includes approximately $50M tor additional Bridge projects in 2026 
Increases bridge maintenance & preservation in 2024-2026 trom $8M to $15M 
¢ SB 367 Funds average $30M/year (less ‘Block Grant Aid’) 
- $6.8M/year dedicated to State Aid Bridge (SAB) program 
- Approximately $2.0M/year for the first 8 years is dedicated to debt service tor TIFIA loans 
- Approximately $12.0M/year for the tirst 8 years is dedicated to Betterment type paving 
- Approximately $8.0M/year tor the first 8 years is dedicated to Betterment type bridge work 


¢ Turnpike Program 


- Turnpike Capital Work averages $35M/year with 3 Untunded Priority Projects starting 
construction in 2024. 
- Turnpike Renewal & Rehabilitation (TRR) program averages $10.7M/year for paving, bridge, 
& other preservation/maintenance work 
¢ Other programs are funded at traditional levels 
- Includes information from aeronautics, transit, Betterment 


- Includes $1.5M/year increase for bridge betterment work, corresponding resurtacing 
decrease 


id 








“Status Quo” Draft Ten-Year Plan (2017-2026) - Recap 
General Outputs 


¢ Pavement Resurfacing 460 mi/year (estimated) 
- Preservation 106 mi/year 
- Maintenance 329 mi/year 
- Rehabilitate 9 mi/year 


- Roughness 16 mi/year 


¢ TIFIA Pledged Paving: Additional 200 mi/year (estimated) Maintenance & 
Roughness Resurfacing 


¢ State-owned bridges 
- Rehabilitate / Replace 139 bridges (74 Red list bridges) 
- Bridge Maintenance Forces Rehabilitate Additional 38 Red list Bridges (4-year program) 


¢ TIFIA Pledged Bridge Work: Additional 25 Red list bridges 
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Status of 2015-2016 Construction Projects 


Ad Date 2015-2024 TYP CON Advertised 


es ee ee [niveries 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Bow 
Pp ubin | as084 | SaB/Municipal_| 20as_ | 205 | Ves bidding 
Total Projects w/Construction Funding in 2015 & 2016: 45 
Projects w/Construction Underway: 20 
Projects Advertised or Planned in 2016: 16 
Projects Included in Draft TYP (2017- 2026): 6 
Projects Cancelled or Converted: 3 


AC = Advanced Construction 


FA = Force Account 








Anticipated Changes - 2015-2024 Projects in Draft 2017-2026 Ten Year 
Plan 


Salem-Manchester 





Projects Withdrawn: 7 
Projects Advanced & Will be Completed in 2015-2016: 14 
Projects Replaced by New Projects: 4 
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Regional Planning Commission and the Ten Year Plan 


Each Regional Planning Commission (RPC) works with their member communities in developing 
recommendations tor changes (including a list of regional priorities) they would like to see added or 
continued to be part of the States Ten Year Plan. As part of the process, the RPC recommendations 
are transmitted to NHDOT for consideration. NHDOT reviews the recommendations submitted as 
well as other input trom other NHDOT sources and creates the dratt TYP tor consideration by GACIT. 


In the update of the 2015-2024 Ten Year Plan, the RPCs and the Department signiticantly improved 
the process they are both involved in. Improvements allowed for RPCs to submit recommendations 
for inclusion in the TYP in a similar format and using the same rating criteria to be prioritized. The 
NHDOT solicited input trom the RPCs on potential project additions/moditications. The outcome 
is that the RPCs have an understanding of the process and the ability to explain how the TYP was 
developed and how recommendations were made to their communities. 


In this update, the Department and the RPCs recognize that there is still room for improvement. 
There was discussion and consensus achieved between all of the parties that criteria should be 
simplitied turther and that all RPCs should also utilize the same criteria weights that were developed 
by statt of each RPC in coordination with NHDOT. 


The current update efttorts included: 


¢ Updated guidance issued in writing trom Department to all RPCs at the beginning of Ten Year 
Plan update process 


¢ Continued use of Decision Lens sottware to keep all efforts documented and accountable 


¢ Updated project information forms to be used by RPCs to collect common information for all 
project recommendations 


¢ Communication of theoretical revenue projections if tunding were distributed by same 
methodology as Block Grant Aid 


¢ Refinement of criteria used by RPCs and NHDOT: 
- State of Repair 
- Satety 
- Network Signiticance 
- Mobility and Accessibility 
- Support 
¢ Single priority listing trom each RPC 
¢ DOT statt evaluated top regional projects using RPC submitted information 


¢ Currently scheduling to meet with each RPC one on one to review priorities 


Both the Department and the RPCs are hopeful that these changes, and others as the process 
is continually reviewed in the future, will result in clearer communications and expectations, and a 
more understandable Ten Year Plan process, with documented support for the priorities put forward. 


33 





Supplemental Information 


NHDOT Highway Tiers - Definitions 





System Strategies 


The New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) is focused on managing the state’s 
road network as efticiently and ettectively as possible. While every road is critical to the people 
and businesses that rely upon it, each road also serves a different number of users and provides 
ditterent levels of mobility. Grouping based on similarities such as connectivity, regional 
signiticance, and winter maintenance requirements provides a common tramework for analysis 
of condition and performance, investment levels, and operation and maintenance levels. To 
strategize the investment of scarce resources, the Department has categorized New 

Hampshire’s road system into the following Tiers. 


Tier 1 — Interstates, Turnpikes, and Divided Highways 


Interstates, Turnpikes, and NH Route 101 between Bedtord and Hampton support the 
highest trattic volumes and speeds in the entire state. These multi-lane, divided 
highways convey the majority of commuter, tourist, and treight trattic throughout the 
state. 


Tier 2 — Statewide Corridors 


Statewide Corridors, like US 202 or NH 16, carry passengers and treight between regions 
of the state as well as to and from neighboring states. These roads can have moderate 

to high trattic volumes, particularly during morning and afternoon commutes. While 
functionally similar, condition and features of these corridors vary the most out of any 
Tier. Some of these roads are tormally constructed higher-speed facilities while others 

are more rural roads that became high use roads as surrounding neighborhoods and 
communities developed. 


Tier 3 — Regional Transportation Corridors 


Regional Transportation Corridors provide travel within regions, access statewide 
corridors, and support moderate trattic volumes at moderate speeds. Good examples 


include NH 112 and NH 155. 
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NHDOT Highway Tiers - Definitions 


Tier 4 — Local Connectors 


Secondary highways and unnumbered routes as well as the bridges along them are local 
connectors and they provide travel between and within communities. Trattic on local 
connectors, such as NH 141 or Bean Rd in Moultonborough, is usually low volume and 


low speed. 


Tier 5 — Local Roads 
Locally owned roads and bridges or State owned roads within compact limits provide 
varying travel functions and are maintained by communities. Trattic volumes and 
speeds can vary on local roads. Good examples include North State St in Concord or Elm 
St in Manchester. Though, the Department does not maintain local road and bridges, it 


does provide assistance to communities. 


Tier 6 — Off Network 


The Department needs to track work accomplished on off network assets such as park 


‘n’ rides, patrol shed, or rest stop parking lots 
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NHDOT Bridge Strategy - Summary 


The New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) is focused on managing the 
state’s transportation network as efficiently and effectively as possible. With that goal in mind, 
the Bridge Strategy is based on the following concepts: 


1. Bridge Priorities (Tiers) 
2. Making Sustainable Investments 


3. Redundant Bridges 


Bridge Priorities (Tiers) - Not all bridges are equal 


While every bridge is critical to the people and businesses that rely upon it, each bridge also 
serves a different number of users and provides different levels of connectivity between homes, 
businesses, and other destinations. The Department has categorized the state managed road 
system and the bridges along each road into the following priorities (tiers): 


¢ High Investment Bridges (HIB) — Largest & most costly bridges (Memorial, |-95, Amoskeag) 
¢ Tier | — Interstates, Turnpikes & the divided section of Route 101 

¢ Tier 2 — Major corridors (like US 3, US 4, US 202, and Route 16) 

¢ Tier 3 — Collectors (like Route 112, Route 31, and Route 155) 


¢ Tier 4 — Secondary highways and unnumbered routes 


Making Sustainable Investments 


New Hampshire’s inventory of more than 3,800 bridges (2,155 state-owned and 1,688 
locally-owned) required a massive initial investment of public funds over many decades. To 
maximize the return on that investment, bridges require a thorough preservation and maintenance 
strategy. For recently constructed bridges, our goal is to extend the expected service life up to and 
beyond 120 years. This strategy relies on recurring investments in preservation and maintenance 
which reduces the trequency of higher-cost reconstruction and replacement projects. 


Maintenance & Preservation — Keeping good bridges good 


Bridges are made up of many ditterent parts working together and each of those parts 
requires upkeep to stay in good working order. Upkeep includes everything trom washing to 
repairing damage to replacing certain parts that wear out over time. This type of upkeep is 
generally low-cost, but can vary based on how large and busy a bridge is. The impact to 
travelers would normally be between a few hours and several months. Routine maintenance 
and preservation performed on-schedule will keep bridges operating tor as long as possible 
betore more substantial work is required. 
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Rehabilitation — Restoring poor bridges 


Because certain parts of a bridge cannot be maintained or repaired forever, every bridge 
will require rehabilitation at some point in its litecycle. The result of rehabilitation is a bridge 
that can be maintained and preserved for many years to come. These activities are generally 
moderate-cost and usually take several months or up to a year to complete. 


Reconstruction — Making a good bridge 


Most bridges will need to be reconstructed at some point because certain parts that are 
ditticult to rehabilitate wear out over time. The result of reconstruction is a brand new bridge 
that is very similar in tunction to the prior bridge. Reconstruction is high-cost and requires | 
to 3 years to complete. Because of the high cost, each bridge must be caretully evaluated 
to determine when or if it should be reconstructed, down-posted, or closed. 


Table 1 - Bridge Strategy Investment Priority 


Tatelet-Meii gel (te | (= HIB Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 


Redundant Bridges — Should all bridges be kept open 





Each bridge required a substantial initial investment made by the people of New Hampshire 
and our goal is to protect that investment for as long as possible. In addition, each bridge 
also requires a recurring investment for routine maintenance, preservation, rehabilitation, and, 
ultimately, reconstruction. Over the years, new roads and bridges have been built that may 
make certain bridges somewhat redundant. With limited resources we must evaluate whether or 
not continued long-term investment is justitied on redundant bridges. 
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Maintenance & Preservation Bridge Strategy — Getting the most for your 
investment 


Definition — A long term strategy that uses a variety of small- to mid- sized ettorts to 
extend the lite of a bridge. Maintenance includes activities like washing and sealing a 
bridge, cleaning drainage ways, and keeping vegetation controlled. Preservation 
includes activities like replacing expansion joints, sealing cracks, and replacing the 
membrane protecting the bridge deck. 


Department's Perspective — Like most things, bridges last longer when proper 
maintenance and preservation work is performed. For each type of bridge, there is a 
recommended preservation and maintenance schedule that should be followed to get 
the maximum benefit. Untortunately, there is not enough money to follow the 
recommended schedule for all bridges because the NHDOT has a backlog of Red List 
bridges. Though costing more in the near term, performing regular preservation and 
maintenance will cost the state less money in the long term. 


Rehabilitation Project — Restoring bridges in poor condition 


Definition — A one-time project that signiticantly improves the condition of the major 
parts of a bridge while keeping the underlying structure in place. 


Department’s Perspective — A bridge rehabilitation project requires more work than 
scheduled preservation and maintenance, but does not require a brand new bridge 
(reconstruction). This work is used when major parts of the bridge need to be replaced, 
but there is some service life remaining in other parts of the bridge. Because this 

strategy involves replacing major parts of the bridge, it should only be used when those 
parts have been used for as long as sately possible. These projects are included in the 
Department’s Ten Year Transportation Improvement Plan. 


Reconstruction Project — A new bridge is needed. 


Definition — A one-time project that replaces an entire bridge with a brand new bridge. 


Department’s Perspective — Reconstruction happens when the entire bridge is too 
deteriorated tor a cost effective rehabilitation. This high-cost work has a significant 
impact on trattic and often requires closures, detours, and / or temporary bridges. 
While this work cannot be completely avoided, it can be signiticantly postponed by 
applying eftective maintenance and preservation strategies. Bridge reconstruction 
should be planned well in advance of when the effort will be needed. 
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NHDOT Bridge Strategy - Definitions 


Priority List - Which bridges should we fix? 


Definition — A list of bridges, updated annually, that ranks rehabilitation and 
reconstruction investment priorities based on various bridge characteristics. 


Department's Perspective — Each year, NHDOT updates a prioritized list of bridges so 
that limited funding is put to the best use. NHDOT uses a variety of factors to determine 
how a bridge is prioritized, including roadway tier, detour length, bridge condition, and 

the amount of trattic. This list helos determine which bridges are included and when 


they are scheduled in the Ten Year Transportation Improvement Plan. 


Red List — Bridges requiring more attention 


Definition — A list of bridges requiring additional inspections and more trequent repairs 
due to known deficiencies, poor condition, or load restrictions, usually the result of 


structural deterioration. 


Department's Perspective — Over time, the condition of every bridge will deteriorate so 
that at some point it will be on the Red List due to one or more structural 

deticiencies. A bridge on the Red List requires additional etfort by NHDOT, including 

two inspections per year, as well as plans to address the deticiency in a timely fashion 
betore the bridge is down posted, closed, or requires special/emergency interim 

attention. When tunding levels are insutticient, this list can grow at a rapid pace. 


Structurally Deficient — A backlog of poor condition bridges. 


Definition — Any bridge that has deteriorated such that at least one major element 
(deck, superstructure, substructure) is classitied as being in “poor” condition, and thus 
fails to meet the needs of the highway it carries because of its deteriorated condition. 


Department's Perspective — Structurally deficient bridges comprise most of the Red List. 
Depending on the severity of the deficiency, the bridge’s condition may be improved 
through rehabilitation or reconstruction. When tunding levels are insutticient, the 

number of structurally deficient bridges can grow ata rapid pace, potentially 


compromising public satety. 
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High Investment Bridges — The most expensive bridges in the State 


Definition — Any bridge, regardless of ownership, that has a deck area (the surtace that 
vehicles drive on) greater than 30,000 square feet or has a lift mechanism. 


Department's Perspective — The state has made signiticant investments in High 
Investment Bridges (HIBs). In order to get the most out of this investment, NHDOT is 
developing a separate bridge strategy for HIBs. This strategy will include a detailed 
maintenance plan and a high priority rating tor preservation and maintenance activities. 
Unlike tiers, HIBs are not based on ownership. While most HIBs are owned by the state, 
some HIBs are municipally owned such as the Loudon Road Bridge over the Merrimack 
in Concord. 


Costs 


All bridge costs are approximate and evolving as data is further analyzed tor bridge treatment 
lite cycles and costs. As such, these costs and treatments will change over time and are based 
on the best available information as ot 2014. The associated costs tor preservation and 
maintenance efforts are shown in Table 1 and represent the yearly costs to preserve and 
maintain state and turnpike owned bridges. 


Table 1: Yearly Cost for Bridge Preservation and Maintenance Strategies 


Strategy HIB* Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5 


Preservation $4,300,000 | $7,720,000 | $6,990,000 | $3,700,000 | $1,870,000 | $2,070,000 
and 

Maintenance 

Cost 





Bridge area 
(millions sq tt) 


* HIB cost is only for state and turnpike owned structures, not the 9 municipally owned j" S. 
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The associated costs tor rehabilitation and reconstruction are shown in Table 2. These are 
approximate one-time project costs. The costs tor rehabilitation and reconstruction are highly 
variable and are dependent on a number of factors such as the width and length of the bridge, 
property impacts, trattic control alternatives, and environmental impacts. 


Table 2: Average Cost per 2000 ft2. 
Strategy HIB Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5 


Rehabilitation | $200,000 | $200,000 | $300,000 | $300,000 | $300,000 | $300,000 





$1,300,000 | $1,300,000 | $1,820,000 | $1,820,000 | $1,820,000 | $1,690,000 


Typical Bridge Work Schedule 


To get the most out of the initial investment, the state should follow a routine work schedule. 
While schedules tor individual bridges vary depending on geography and type of bridge, Table 
3 lists scheduled work efforts for a typical bridge. 


Table 3: Typical Bridge Schedule Work Effort. 
Category Work Effort 


Wash and Oil Every Yeo 


Replace the Bridge Pavement (every 10 years starting in year 10) Replace the Bridge Pavement (every 10 years starting in year 10) Bridge = (every 10 years starting in year 10) 
/Replace Membrane and Expansion Joints (every 20 years) /Replace Membrane and Expansion Joints (every 20 years) and Expansion Joints (every 20 years) 
Paint Paint exposed steel, ifany (every 20 years) Paint exposed steel, ifany (every 20 years) it any (every 20 years) 


Rehabilitation Replace Worn Out Components (year 60) 
Completely Replace Bridge (year 120) 


Note: Many existing bridges have not had the recommended maintenance to this point; therefore, they 
will likely require rehabilitation and reconstruction before 120 years. 
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NHDOT Pavement Strategy - Summary 


The New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) is focused on managing the 
state’s road network as efficiently and ettectively as possible. With that goal in mind the Pavement 

Strategy is based on the following concepts: 

1. Highway Priorities (Tiers) 

2. Making Sustainable Investments 

3. Maintenance Paving 


Highway Priorities (Tiers) - Not all roads are equal 


While every road is critical to the people and businesses that rely upon it each road also 
serves a different number of users and provides ditterent levels of connectivity. The Department 
has categorized the state managed road system into the following priorities (tiers): 


¢ Tier | — Interstates, Turnpikes & the divided section of Route 101 
¢ Tier 2 — Major corridors (like US 3, US 4, US 202, and Route 16) 
¢ Tier 3 — Collectors (like Route 112, Route 31, and Route 155) 


¢ Tier 4 — Secondary highways and unnumbered routes 


Making Sustainable Investments 


The road network in New Hampshire required a massive investment of public funds over many 
decades. In order to maximize that prior investment along with current and future investments, 
strategies are developed for different types of roads to get the most usetul lite. 


Preservation — Keeping good roads good 


Pavement, like just about everything else that endures wear and tear, needs some 
attention every now and then to stay in good working condition. A variety of low-cost 
pavement treatments are used to maintain roads in good working condition tor as long 
as possible. The low-impact nature of these treatments means that the disruption trom 
construction may only last a few weeks, however, these treatments can only be used on 
roads that are already in good shape. 


Rehabilitation — Restoring poor pavements 


The result of this activity is a new pavement that can be preserved tor many years. 
Rehabilitation is not suitable for every road that needs attention although particular site 
conditions can signiticantly attect the cost and how long the rehabilitated road will last. 
These activities are generally moderate-cost and may take a couple months to 
complete. Rehabilitation will be evaluated tor cost effectiveness on a case by case basis. 
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Reconstruction — Making a good road 


Because the road network in New Hampshire has developed organically over many 
decades, many roads were not built on a good toundation. These roads present a challenge 
for sustainability because no investment in them, short of reconstruction, will last tor very 
long. Reconstruction has a high-cost and may take more than a year to complete. This 
activity is not a priority ot the Pavement Strategy because we are seeking to maximize the 
effectiveness of limited paving budgets and reconstruction can be cost prohibitive. 


Maintenance Paving - Keeping roads in working order 


Many roads in NH have never been formally constructed to support today’s heavy truck 
loads and trattic volumes. As a result, these roads are susceptible to frost action, pavement 
rutting, cracking and potholes. These roads are not suitable tor preservation treatments and 
rehabilitation is not always practical or attordable. 


For these types of roads maintenance paving will be performed based on a condition 
assessment and trattic volume. The condition assessment essentially measures how bumpy the 
road is and how severe those bumps are. This type of paving is low-cost, will only take a few 
days to complete, and will become routine to keep the road in working order. 


Table 1 - Pavement Strategy Priority 


Pavement Strategies Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 


TReconsiucton PP 
[Maintenance Paving [| Mederste [Moder | Moderoie 
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NHDOT Pavement Strategy - Definitions 


Maintenance Paving Strategy — Keeping roads in working order 


Definition — A long term strategy that uses low cost paving treatments applied betore 
the road surtace becomes too rough. Roughness is measured on a regular basis for 
every state managed road. From a practical standpoint, a road is too rough when it 
becomes ditticult to maintain in the winter, causes drivers to drive below the speed limit 
or to drive outside the normal travel lanes. 


Department’s Perspective — When a preservation strategy is not well suited tor a road, 
the Department uses a maintenance paving strategy. The purpose of maintenance 

paving is to keep roads serviceable. Because maintenance paving is triggered by poor 
road surtace conditions, the Department may receive complaints prior to paving. Unlike 
roads in preservation, the road surtace will not always be in good or fair condition. Due 

to economic impacts and road surtace conditions, this strategy is not recommended tor 
high use roads. 


Preservation Strategy — Keeping good roads good 


Definition — A long term strategy that uses low cost paving treatments at a higher 
frequency (approximately every 5 years) in order to sustain a good driving surtace. 


Department's Perspective — Keeping good roads good should be applied where 
possible. For a low-cost investment, preservation keeps the road surtace in good 
condition which maximizes value. Unfortunately, not all roads can be preserved due to 
how they were initially constructed. 


Reconstruction Project — Making a good road 


Definition — A one time project applied to a section of road where the Department 
improves the condition of deteriorated asphalt as well as the underlying material. 


Department’s Perspective — This is not a recommended Department strategy to remedy 
pavement condition. Reconstruction is very expensive and is not justitied on a life cycle 
basis. Reconstruction projects are proposed only when there is some other issue with 

the road, beyond pavement condition, such as congestion or satety concerns. 
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Rehabilitation Project — Restoring poor pavements 


Definition — A one time project applied to a section of road where the Department 
improves the condition of the deteriorated asphalt but does not disturb the underlying 
material. 

Department's Perspective — This strategy is used to move a road trom a maintenance 
strategy to a preservation strategy. Due to the high costs of rehabilitation, in many cases, it is 
more cost effective on a life cycle basis just to maintenance pave. Due to the costs involved, 


rehabilitation should primarily focus on Tier | roads. 


Costs 

All costs are approximate and are evolving as data is further analyzed tor pavement treatment 
lite cycles and cost. As such, these costs and treatments will change over time and are based 
on information as of 2014. The associated costs for preservation and maintenance are shown 
in Table 1. Costs in Table 1 are the annual average cost per mile for the strategy. This cost is 
not the amount to construct the project; rather, it is the amount of money that should be saved 
each year to implement the strategy per mile of road. A simple analogy would be a root which 
costs $20,000 to replace every 20 years. The annual average cost of the roof would be 


$1,000 per year (620,000 / 20 years). 


Table 1: Annual Average Cost per Mile for Preservation and Maintenance 
Strategies 


Strategy Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 


$11,000 | $8,000_| $7,000 


All costs are annual average cost per mile of road. 
* All Tier 1 roads will be in preservation within 10 years as such there is no maintenance paving. 
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The associated costs for rehabilitation and reconstruction are shown in Table 2. These are the 
approximate one time costs to construct the project. The costs do not include any preservation 
costs incurred atter the project. The costs tor rehabilitation and reconstruction are highly 
variable and are dependent on a number of factors such as property, utility, drainage, and 
environmental impacts. 


Table 2: Range of One Time Project Costs per Mile 


Strategy Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 


Rehabilitation $700,000 $250,000 to $250,000 to $250,000 to 
$700,000 $700,000 $700,000 





Reconstruction | $1,000,000 to $1,000,000 to $1,000,000 to $1,000,000 to 
$5,000,000* $5,000,000* $5,000,000* $5,000,000* 


46 





Tiers 1 & 2 


New ham 
Statewide Transportation Corridors oF 


Ji Atve 






Department of Transportation 






PITTSBURG 


N 
Legend 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


= Tier 1 


Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Hwys Ss | 





| ATKINSON & 
145) 


a GILMANTON | 
— 





— 





, ACADEMY GRAN 
~~ j 


a ale 
Tier 2 - Other Statewide Corridors 


t | 
—_— 


i 
{ | 
~~ } DIXS \ 
~ | GRANT | 
COLEBROOK } 

i one SECOND 1 
OLLEGE GRANT! 
— <= \ 

rr > y26 | }; —- — — 
} WENTWORTHS _ € ; 
LOCATION yi6 | 1 
COLUMBIA \ __ al — | 
s) coy 3 

— 1 
—_ ee se 1 1 
ao. 1 
| MILLSFIELD ERROL | 
| | 
\ ODELL | | 
. STRATFORD L . — nN 
\ —_ 
A 1 ; 
i , — = DUMMER CAMBRIDGE 
2 su 


, | STARK / f 








/ SUCCESS 


j 


--- 


SHELBURNE 


1 
1 
BEANS PURCHASE | 




















































i) 
MW po an) | 
% / °® \ 
7 af "5 | 
*peans PY , fe 
GRANT = “@ 4 
)§&) 2 
; oY = JACKSON | 
c fog 713) 
- £16 | CHATHAM 
Al | : 
| 
a —_— 1 
i | 
\ ¥ | 
‘ 16 
- LINCOLN — LA | _ A | 
¢ ag u 
c BARTLETT | 
. } — rf ] 1 
gv BENTON 112| \ LIVERMORE ae p16 | 1 
Kk f e Pr. , Log conway | 
me ; mJ 7 x = = 5;— (302) \ 
‘a j25| , \ SF 112| \ 
\ -_ | | { 
Z ji0 eae 03 
f \ a _— i} 
a ALBANY <= 
L \ WATERVILLE VALLEY 3 a — | 
O ~ ~ i ~ \ J | | | > 
WARREN THORNTON | ‘ rr = 
= ~ = m3) — 
= | : een 1 
29 | ,o™ . — \ {tv H a 
ag ~~ /ELLSWOoRTH| “ fight | EATON | 
4 A ' 
s q ORFORD © — TAMWORTH \ / mavison / 4 Z 
; / WENTWORTH | L.o- 
| 3} Al | 
\ ~ eh SANDWICH foal | 
ly ( } a RUMNEY CAMPTON | , FREEDOM : | I | 
LYME ~ g — 
fg )DORCHESTER ~ ) on ~ | 
i . = 
\ y10| } Th 3 
o 


Aim fon, ~~ p25] 
J p25 3A) } ! | 
HOLDERNESS 
5 
GROTON ’ h ymouten 
x ™ | 
HANOVER : 


| SULTONBOROUGH ; \ 
bon , \ iT < ; . 
~ "HEBRON , : L 





























| 
ones ~ ? | 











“ | 
\BRIDGEWATER § HAMPTON > 


4 
4 








a 


LEBANON 













ALEXANDRIA~* 
a } 





4 
BRISTOL 






ay 













PLAINFIELD 

























































\ 
i 
4 
§ 
fi 
{ 
< 
1 
DURHAM y/ faze N 
CROYDON ; L i 
= > - \ 4 , ; . 
» Sa 12 yar 
( 12 
1 FA) 
se 
SCLAREMONT é CANTERBURY ) fi06| 
‘ iy x | +. ' ‘ Pouof@L_/ : & 
yy UNITY )> & \ iS 
i \ WEBSTER ,_ iS 
fy GOSHEN \ NEWBURY \P +t | : 
Ani ~~ &/- Jw _ wf 127 STRAFFORD ‘4. SOMERSWORTH 
= 31 ae. 7 \ : 
e° L i , 2 
{ is | o oO o., 
™ Wes ACWORTH LEMPSTER p4) fa | 
{ < ’ | BRADFORD Ss PRR unstore 
a oo 
ff f133| J \ 
\ LANGDON, a 
WASHINGTON HILLSBOROUGH | 
| MARLOW 
2 
123) io | ae ae A DEERFIELD 
1 ’ \ 
| \ i p23] DUNBARTON ~ /~ 
| —4 STODDARD Tob \/ Ti BO OKSE TT Fa7] canouafas] ay fisel = 
_- 3 = i je7| y'56/ CASTLE 
¢ Qwatpote | GILSUM, se p pad = 
‘ | 1 1 ' 
| re) | fia] | 7 — | 
A Ly \ r ; Z \ 
—_,| SULLIVAN | ‘> eh! 
al | SURRY| 





f 


» ‘s ae 4 9 | 








Cs -WS | / c & y Ny 
t 
EN 1 FRANCESTOWN- fi36| p77 ' ( 









































































x 
~ 
; ‘Qe  ISLEOF 
re | ba BOSTON » ~~ VE SHOALS 
Ge fiz] \KEENE | \ / FREMONT : 
7” WESTMOR RELAND res . Dw 
rf GREENFIELD. _—- 1 
» ROXBURY Fal ria 7 
. 7 —— L —_— 7 eee eae alae = - \ A TL A N T! (; 
7 9A \ : Te a= k 
in jon ; . ) aN ae , Y~ \oignnt = &hio7 OCEAN 
pon . VERNON | SEs Tp" ve 
— - rEA / 
CHESTERFIELD _ J 4LYNDEBOROUGH VERNON 2 = & Rs — 
} ae SWANZEY / fi] Js oT al 
\ ~~ —N 
, za \___JARFREY i_{s 
\ HINSDALE ey 


—.., 


foal 






“, 


-\— \ SHARON / f 
7— ~=Faa) | i Foul r— TEMPLE \ 
LC hl \ 124] NE 

_ 4 == y 45 

\ a —|4| 


“@ |) 
D | \ 3 

_ RICHMOND ;— RINDGE , 

1 ylig| 


mn - 
Z\ MASON | 6 
PIEZO 5 | new pss aE ; TQS \ 

— ee ee 3 ote 














MASSACHUSETTS 


June 2015 


GIS\GIS_ Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Tiers1&2 


Tiers 3 & 4 


New Hampshive 
Regional Corridors & Local Connectors oF 







Department of Transportation 


PITTSBURG . 


N 
Legend 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 











po 
CLARKSVILLE ATKINSON & 
== Tier 3 - Regional Transportation Corridors my Boewnom ~~ ee 
in t | } 1 
i. ~ DIXS | 
Tier 4 - Local Connectors | ne A | 
a | DIXVILLE | COLLEGE GRANT: 

ZF — VD, ~' 
c BRS > Ans | ie, 
P COLUMBIA a l ae hel 4 
E ne H 
g _--*® - | 
fr 7 | | MILLSFIELD ERROL ' 
' | | 

i 








Y STRATFORD 


~ 


/ SUCCESS 


|GORHAM 


RANDOLPH | = | 





GREENS 
THOMPSON & — GRAN 
MESERVES PUR 








— i= 
—_— S 4 
- 
YF 
3 
= 
2 \ 
p 
z “e 
o 
és 
ets JACKSON 
= rd 
FRANCONIA ~ of & = 
| ae i 
¥. j 25 = 
ee . a Ms —_ ~~ 
—— ; LAYS A 
‘ fe) ic 
Jf f x Dp 
3 
ZS 
LINCOLN 
e 
™~ 















BARTLETT 
BENTON 


i 






ALBANY 


IJNIVWA 













OSSIPEE = . EFFINGHAM 
\ 


@ i 
=~ y'53| 





l ONBORO ,, 
=~, (4) } / . : 
























\ , ? 
*. LEBANON oy 
= ENFIELD / 
_f / & 
ra 
PLAINFIELD ; crarromtel® r 
f . [e) 
/ S 
Z he GRANHAM _ & ~ 
| ( DANBYRY HIL 
pene 
s 0 LY / 5 
ay ee 


jon 
— 
\ 
® CORNISH / 


{jo< - 


— 14] Be \L- 
Fy CROYD¢ on “mal 







MIDDLETO 















NEW 


DURHAM \ 
ANDOVER “-\ 


“ 1} 
> 127 


fel « 


ae I 
153} fh 

\ A583 ILTON 
/ Wu fr] 


“~ 












_ aa ORTHFIELD 
. | = 
SALISBURY 











f 











OSHEN | NEWBUR 


e \ A a 
> 
eo \ 






x A 


STRAFFORLI 
ACWORTH 









SOMERSWORTH 
eC . CONCORD, © 

i 

x 

iS 


4 










i 


Lae 

) : ‘ \, 44 |rRoLUNSFORD 
/ psi 
PEMBROKE/ » ~ 





| TARKET_- i Vg ie) CASTLE 
‘ j : ! \ VF IELDS 4 y : N 
GOFFSTOWN \z * . - 25) “om / N 
oY _ MANCHESTER | 
) —4 yp" 


lee EXET! f _~ ISLE OF 
! eae: NOR’ ‘cm SHOALS 
BUR \ . gt cal : : eal 9 
Poon . | 1 
a = 


5 | _JBEDFORD 2 i 
\ we —_— 
\ a 


f 
i \ MERRIMACK © Z LONDONDER®)| 











is ROXBURY 


—_ 





—_— 












ATLANTIC 
OCEAN 





NEW IP 9,59) 


c~—-——--—- —— 
SS 


MASSACHUSETTS 


June 2015 


GIS\GIS_ Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Tiers3&4 


State Bridge Conditions 
2015 Red List by Tiers 1 & 2 


ae JA g 
As of December 31, 2014 


New biampshive 












at 
\ 
of 
TS” Nad | 
Cy Gh =) \ on Department of Transportation 
| 
/ | 
“ PITTSBURG | N 
yo 3) 
¢ 
J | 
c 1 
Legend ; | 
a 8 | 
@ State Red List Bridges 7: -- th 
Tier 1 


DIXS 


Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Hwys a : 


Tier 2 - Other Statewide Corridors | 


COLLEGE GRANT! 
126] 










WENTWORTHS 1 
ner LOCATION p16 | 

[3} ERVINGS 

MILLSFIELD BRROL 

ODELL 

» STRATFORD 1 

F a cts . i DUMMER CAMBRIDGE : 
£ p16 | 

Red List Bridges: Number of Bridges (Square Yards) ( | 
Tier 1 Tier 2 T1/T2 Total _— All Tiers Total* %e pate | 

State 19 (23,574SY)  42(33,304SY) 61 (56,878 SY) 153 é MILAN 
| 

*Official State Totals as of 12/31/14 AS pieces | 
+ — 1 

ea 135 (ANCASTER . ee | 




















ete RANDOLPH 

Js fis! DALTON B : 

SHELBURNE |! 

pe | - LITTLETON | 

~ rc 

jb io | 

y THOMPSON & BEANS PURCHASE 

r * MONROE MESERVES PUR 
? —_—— 

‘4 BETHLEHEM 10 (302) 

\\ LYMAN {302} 

= SUGAR | 

J HILL y 3 | 

oi 


BATH 


JACKSON 


113) 
FRANCONIA _ a 
\ CHATHAM 
F080 LANDAFF 6] i 
112| | 
—- EASTON 
i 
[3 LINCOLN 303} A | 
HAVERHILL = BARTLETT 
BENTON a 112| LIVERMORE HALES y'6 | 
AK. ; 112 
ra 
d 


112| 
(302 
WOODSTOCK ga WATERVILLE VALLEY eae 
q 
WARREN THORNTON 
a 


Fa 113| 


ELLSWORTH 


IJNIVWA 











1 

i 

1 

1 

| 

1 

1 

ip EATON | 

ORFORD TAMWORTH _/ MADISON | 

‘ WENTWORTH @) : 

( RUMNEY CAMPTON ical FREEDOM | 

B DORCHESTER fig} ae | 
HOLDERNESS 


-_—_— 


GROTON Levon 
/ HANOVER 


ra eeeiore EFFINGHAM 
175 

6ULTONBOROUGH 
SD cyen 


ARBOR 












a 
© 
—_--— 


CANAAN 


SHLAND 
HEBRON \ 







i 








(3 | TUFTONBORO 
ORANGE p34] 
a) BRIDGEWATER dane con 





LEBANON 







) 
MEREDITH 
| 
































ALEXANDRIA ee, [3] WOLFBBORO ate 
ENFIELD fos _ 
ye) WAKEFIELD 
PLAINFIELD erRArtan ri] & \ 
; GRANBHAM _ & : 
q BIL, "7 cia = 


SPRINGFIELD 


CROYDON 


NEWPORT SUNAPEE 


et SE 
ry 


iy TI 


p27] 


< 
NEW : 
WIEMOT_ 


DURHAM Fz 
ILTO 


DOVER 


















GILMANTON 
EW LONDO p11 















NORTHFIELD 





x. {- SALISBURY 


SUTTON 


CANTERBURY 





























































2 BARNSTEAD FARMINGTON 
129 
 \= lounod — 
; UNITY 126 ROCHESTER 
; 
fi] GOSHEN \ NEWBURY — thee 
‘ 103 PITTSFIELD X 
a é STRAFFORD ‘3. SOMERSWORTH 
31 a . 
( s WARNER ; a j107| a boy 
] e ACWORTH LEMPSTER EoneoRe “2 F202! : 
{ gf BRADFORD fio) ro BARRINGTON — A ROLLINSFORD 
ri HORKINTON 202} 9 | NORTHWOODNEEZOS ho | a= ¢ 
A - SY — 
}'2|\ LANGDON fio] 114 | NY 
WASHINGTON HILLSBOROUGH j 9 | ' 
MARLOW o2JHENNIKER }114| — 
123 < BOW NOTTINGHAM A 
ALSTEAD % rial ALLENSTOWN/ DEERFIELD a x 
—_ © 155 
f 123| % 7 
DUNBARTON f LS [iso > OS 
fio] STODDARD Fo | DEERING “ee CANDIA}43| 125 Le KET we che if a oe 
¢ QWALPOLE GILSUM rl] EPPI NR 
\ | J ps Fol RO ONE 27h Ed NEWFIELDS| F33 a ege é b\ 
i SULLIVAN ee % ir GO . , yi01} » 
Ps SURRY _— © [77] pls m: N - 
‘ 19 | NELSON — Lo\" sa eee ag ki — fi] | EXETER SA SHOALS 
ae pz), \ceNg }31| aD aaa bia =| Fal FREMONT_/BRENTWOOD [711 x 
¢ a a nw ae HegfeR ray a0 a 
ROXBURY Fal . n@ 
; e HARRISVILLE es od ATLANTIC 
9A = 
. MONT aul OCEAN 
‘ CHESTERFIELD ,LYNDEBOROUGH” VERNON po re 
13 
) SWANZEY 
I 
\ HINSDALE 


}31| 
__JAFFREY 7] 


12 pENrORS Wane? 
AMHERST sl | ; ; 
ROY MAL TO i yi22| ; 
-\ P \ “SHARON 
fa 


Mey / 
MILFORD}!0! 
fiz TEMPLE 


[45| Pa 
RICHMOND oa areohi 


@) 
v3) 
RINDGE 8 
FITZWILLIAM p12] 03 NEW IPS pi24] pi2a] E eo frag '* = 
eke \ pig Vat Si) hea a nasty 


MASSACHUSETTS 


WINCHESTER 
~. 
N 













HUDSON 
9) 


June 2015 


GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Bridge_Conditions_Tiers1&2 


State & Municipal Bridge Conditions 
2015 Red List by Tiers 3&4 .»°!, : 


New ban Shive 





Vales a 
ir % 2 
~- ae s | 
As of December 31 , 2014 he Department of Transportation 
| 
PITTSBURG @ | 
(3 N 
Legend | 
| 
C) State Red List Bridges CLARKSVILLE ATKINSON & | 
mM Municipal Red List Bridges 





DIXS 
GRANT 





Tier 3 - Regional Transportation Corridors 


DIXVILLE SECOND 





LOCATION 
COLUMBIA 


| L | 
Tier 4 - Local Connectors f 


LOC 


4 
1 
| 
| 
1 
1 
| 
ERVINGS H 
MILLSFIELD ERROL | 
@ \ 

F ! 


ODELL 
X STRATFORD 
a 

















DUMMER CAMBRIDGE 
Red List Bridges: Number of Bridges (Square Yards) 
Tier 3 Tier 4 T3/T4 Total All Tiers Total* 
State 38(13,655SY)  44(15,214SyY) 82 (28,869 SY) 153 
Municipal 1 (75 SY) 7 (1895 SY) 8 (1,970 SY) 344 
SUCCESS 
“Official State Totals as of 12/31/14 


**Not all State Owned Bridges Shown 


DALTON 


RANDOLPH & ss 


¢ a 2) SHELBURNE 
~ HITEFIELD~ 15] 
LITTLETON P ws 
oor MAPPPINS 
| 
‘ 
1 








aw? LOC 










CARROLL THOMPSON & FABENB 


MesERVes puR GRANT BEANS PURCHASE 


BEBHLEHEME jo pl3024 @ 


17 SUGAF 


Ly Se 
4 FG 
= 
Boy & 
’ (3) = @ ( 
gi & JACKSON 
i eg f 
y'8| ae, 
BATH \ FRANCONIA B 


B 
e rie Va CHATHAM 









EASTON 





LINCOLN 


BARTLETT 
4 BENTON 





LIVERMORE 





HALES 


AK. LOG 
= GAKy 








































ALBANY <= 
Fig WOODSTOCK WATERVILLE VALLEY 
© + 
| WARREN HORNTON 
hh q 
i ee 
—_ i ELLSWORTH y75 
4 ORFORD Ze 
Qe . WENTWORTH 
4 
“~~ SANDWICH 
CAMPTON TI 
yy LYME 
DORCHESTER 
aN ‘ 
Z, 
F oseipnl EFFINGHAM 
= i 
’ 
ng HANOVER 


PLAINFIELD 


® 
or 








GILEORD 
ep 














\ 
é 
CORNISH f 
t 
i 
ANDOVER ii 
HILTON 125) 
SALISBURY 
1 
4 
FARMINGTON te 
i - 
eseo2! t 
ROCHESTER ss 






3 we, 2 
= S | STRAFFORD ’ 
WARNER . 


+), SOMERSWORTH 


126 _ me 


J 
( pis) $9 | 
yY| oe ae 
= | DOVER 













BRADFORD 


q 


s 
~~ Sab ewncen 


t 
%\_b9] 
y r = fo] 
¢ WALPOLE 














p103 


g D 













NORTHWOOD 


& 
ALLENST' DEERFIELD 


HOOKSETT. j27| CANDIA 


WASHIN@IOD 






NOTTINGHAM 


oe 


















verert] 


GOFFSTOWN 







~ - 
114} = i ISLE OF 
| . * SHOALS 
MANCHESTER | \)\AUBUS f mm - | 19 
<a 114 50 B 7 - 
27” WESTMGRELAND el Pefep ‘ 2 
BEDFORD 


. 2 
PETERBOR@E a » 








; a § as P ATLANTIC 
s a ha 
B OCEAN 
DUBLIN YPEBOROUGH | VERNON LONDONDERRY i + g RconTd —-." 
+ 
=) 
Green 
HUDSON 


ea a ST 


MASSACHUSETTS 


June 2015 


GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Bridge_Conditions_Tiers3&4 


State & Municipal Bridge Conditions 
2015 Red List Tier 5 &6 oF 


New Hawpshive 





Ns , i. 

. = |s 
fata Sey , # \ 

As of December 31, 2014 ok etl Re | Department of Transportation 
Tis, | 
, | 
f | 
Y | 
‘ PITTSBURG. 

§ N 
a3 






CLARKSVILLE 





Legend 


ATKINSON & | 
GILMANTON } 






ACADEMY GRANT 
¥ ; ; 


* $TEWARTSTOWN 


* | | 
ae 
rea. | 







mM Municipal Red List Bridges 


Tier 5 - Local Roads 
Tier 6 - Off Network a 


; a DIXVILLE 





SECOND 4 
COLLEGE GRANT! 


As ~~ 


| 
cou ull ) 


| 
ERVINGS 
__. LOC} 


WENTWORTHS 


LOCATION fie] r 






—_ 
— 


| \q 
MILLSFIELD ERROL 


ODELL uN 
a | STRATFORD \ 
Ly ) 


-— 
-—— 
-—_—-- 


Red List Bridges: Number of Bridges (Square Yards) 


i ee oe A | 
Tier 5&6 All Tiers Total* oo. 


State ** 10 (6,178 SY) 153 
Municipal 336 (45,710 SY) 


“Official State Totals as of 12/31/14 
**State bridges not shown 










—x ae 
YY 





; SUCCESS 
Cy 


| 

| 

: 

, 
‘en! 
| 

| 

| 

: 


A 


N 7 


SHELBURNE 


GREENS 
THOMPSON & aA 
MESERVES PUR GRANT BEANS PURCHASE 


oO 

= 

> 

4 

= | 
LF) ere 


= 


<—_<== 


Tle 









12 ‘: LIVERMORE 


| 
* 
-_——— 


am I 
S303 CONWAY ), 


sue 
bY») § oat 
Fe } a 
writ 
\ 





IJNIVWA 






mo 
" la SpmniGFIeto 


VROR " 


DMERSWORTH 





—. 
| pA BPOLUNsFoRD 
my ae Pt 























é D N : et tere 3 e D ith nek: “« 
\ | j x 8 Y aw 
y BAR i ~~ 108] eae 
ata ¥ et ¥ . i F u e RS = 
bes 3 AL te LC 5 oe se ie i CASTLE 
pila ETS ee 7 Nig Se: 7 >: — WE iS aM eae ae 
> 
7 


& ISLE OF 







<P SHOALS 
oetas27 
te OCEAN 


145) 
a ON gens of 
{ 4 A g_N8 — a wr, ar 1 y y bape <s. ae Ps 
— | od i OR wham." ane 
1. _ ——— es IN a aS 431) 123} may. Lao Ps 
- WA Fe Nn TS Oe at 


3) Bea! : 
MASSACHUSETTS 


June 2015 


GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Bridge_Conditions_Tier5 


Pavement Conditions 
All Conditions Tiers 1 & 2 


As Reported in Years 2013-2014 







Legend N 


international Ride Index (IRI) 
eum (500d IRI <95 
"Fair IRI >95-170 


e=== Poor IRI 171-350 


eu Very Poor IRI > 350 








2014 Pavement Condition Miles 
by Tiers (% of Total) 


MGood “Fair @ Poor MVery Poor 1 
Bh i : TM CAMBRIDGE 


13 (1%) 


167 (12%) 


- ——— Se = =t 
———= = 


385 (28%) 











0.05(.01%) 


Vv 


5 (1%) 
32 (59a 





















583 (94%) 815 (59%) 


Tier 1 


Unrated roads not shown for clarity 


} ATLANTIC 
2 OCEAN 
a 

he vi 





a) “hk _ 
asm, Li Dl 


a Ping y iy 
MASSACHUSETTS 


July 2015 \CATALOG MAPS 201 8'Condition MapsiPavernent Conditions T 182 


Pavement Conditions 
All Conditions Tiers 3 & 4 


As Reported in Years 2013-2014 


New Hampshire 





_., Department of Transportation 


Legend N 











International Ride Index (IRI) 


PITTSBURG 


ess 500d IRI <95 


“Fair IRD >95 - 170 


! 
i] 
| | 
? 7 
ATKINSON & 

GILMANTON ! 


=== Poor IRI 171-350 


em===e Very Poor IRI > 350 


SECOND 


2014 Pavement Condition Miles by 


Po - | MILLSFIELD RRO. 
Tiers (% of Total) “gh STRATFORD aa — | } 
5 i aa 
@Good Fair “Poor Very Poor ( 


‘jo | 
Pr — | DUMMER CAMBRIDGE 
66 (4%) _ 


484 (34%) 


203(24%) 
516 (36%) 


RANDOLPH | “® 


{ae Sia GB} peri 


— 16 | 
i + -; ie ee as 
ee ae eo mee 
(a 195} a fy . Fo breene 
407 (48% - ‘ =, ef) THOMPSONS = "gant BEANS PURCHASE 
PE NROE / . MESERVES PUR 


368(26%) 175(20%) 
ll 66 (8%) 
Tier 3 Tier 4 





- Unrated roads not shown for clarity \n 


E HAVERHILL _ 


A Ch se, BENTON 


. ATERVILLE VALLEY 
a ; 


LIVERMORE 







eee 


PIERMONT 


= a get =~ ny : 
“PER LOS gale = 
ms View |), HOLDERNE 








n " 
.. VRLYMOUTH) 
/ —§ ‘ 







a 
i, 4 . 
‘ i ° 
c _ a, E on 
, lis SF 
1 od a 


FORTONBORS | 
ATER 


f r ™ i +93] 

, “ - : ' _, ait 

: . > é : foe 
i” il 2 








f 
7k; q ny 
I ay, ye a 4 nan 
oe. ‘ ssi “ ; 
J bi : nes 2 
* s im FeO he 2 
~. J SUNAPEE @ oy . 
7 | F q : 
- = 4 ": 4 
: % { em 4 a 
A 
+ 


NORTHWOOD 


faa] 








CASTLE 
‘ 
. Ls i =}. - en ‘, 
a i 2 FS a, . ~ & 
| = MANCHESTER AUB f EM 7 





i) ROXBURY | 


peu 







oy, = WORT A ~ Pn SHO] 
ake er . Tr) ameaer S 
BEDFORD ) % a $ 
se (2s, ‘* 


sod 
= ad 





ATLANTIC 
OCEAN 


‘a AS Ey, OROUGH Ma = MERRIMAGK™ ponnonnen : . 


| nn a 
+ 


eo. 
— -. ; 















July 2015 


\CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Pavement Conditions T 3&4 


Pavement Conditions 
Poor Conditions Tiers 1 & 2 
As Reported in Years 2013-2014 or Department of Transportation 


















Legend 

International Ride Index (IRI) 

om Poor IRI 171-350 
ome Very Poor IRI > 350 


2014 Pavement Condition Miles 
by Tiers (% of Total) 


HGood “Fair “Poor MVery Poor 


13 (1%) 


167 (12%) 






0.05(.01%) 


Vv 





5 (1%) 






32 sy 












583 (94%) 815 (59%) 


- Unrated roads not shown for clarity 
- Good and Fair roads not shown on map 


July 2015 \CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Pavement Conditions T 182 


New Hampshive 


Pavement Conditions 
Poor Conditions Tiers 3 & 4 


As Reported in Years 2013-2014 





Department of Transportation 














N 
Legend 

International Ride Index (IRI) 

ome Poor IRI 171-350 
aus Very Poor IRI > 350 


2014 Pavement Condition Miles by 
Tiers (% of Total) 


SGood © Fair ®Poor @Very Poor 


66 (4%) 





203(24%) 









516 (36%) 





: 


407 (48%) 


—— ——-* = 











| 






175(20%) 


368(26%) : mr : aS eae 
66 (8%) ‘¥ : | » hh —_ 


4 ——4 


| 
! 


Tier 4 


- Unrated roads not shown for clarity 
- Good and Fair roads not shown on map 





afar" 
pe 
e 





———— i - 


OCEAN 


a a a a eg 


MASSACHUSETTS 


July 2015 


CATALOG MAPS 2015\Condition Maps\Pavement Condilions T 344 


Mission: 
Transportation excellence enhancing the quality ot lite in New Hampshire. 


Purpose: 


Transportation excellence in New Hampshire is fundamental to the state’s sustainable 
economic development and land use, enhancing the environment, and preserving the 
unique character and quality of lite. The Department will provide sate and secure mobility 
and travel options for all of the state’s residents, visitors, and goods movement, through a 
transportation system and services that are well maintained, efficient, reliable, and provide 
seamless interstate and intrastate connectivity. 


Vision: 

Transportation in New Hampshire is provided by an accessible, multimodal system 
connecting rural and urban communities. Expanded transit and rail services, and a 
well-maintained highway network and airport system provide mobility that promotes smart 
growth and sustainable economic development, while reducing transportation impacts 

on New Hampshire’s environmental, cultural, and social resources. Sate bikeways and 
sidewalks bring together neighborhoods parks, schools, and downtowns. Creative and 
stable revenue streams fund an organization that uses its diverse human and financial 
resources etticiently and ettectively. 


Maggie Hassan, Governor 


Executive Councilors: 
Joseph D. Kenney - District 1 
Colin Van Ostern - District 2 
Christopher T. Sununu - District 3 
Christopher C. Pappas - District 4 
David K. Wheeler - District 5 


New Hampshire Department of Transportation 
7 Hazen Drive 


Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0483 


www.nhdot.com 


New tin SAVE 
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